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TABLE T-1 

 
Written Correspondence Received on the Supplemental Draft EIS 

Comment 
Letter Agency/Name Date of Letter FERC Docket 

Accession Number 
FEDERAL AGENCIES (FA) 
S-FA1 NOAA National Marine Fisheries Service, Protected Resources Division 5/1/13 20130507-0008 
S-FA2 U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Regulatory Division 5/7/13 20130509-5039 
S-FA3 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 5/15/13 20130516-5017 
S-FA4 U.S. Department of the Interior 5/16/13 20130516-5090 
S-FA5 U.S Department of Homeland Security, U.S. Coast Guard 2/24/2014 20140305-4002 
STATE AGENCIES (SA) 
S-SA1 State of Maine Department of Environmental Protection 2/4/2014 20140210-0017 
NATIVE AMERICAN TRIBES (NA) 
S-NA1 Edward Basset, Passamaquoddy Tribe 5/3/13 20130503-5134 
S-NA2 Robert Godfrey, Save Passamaquoddy Bay 5/13/13 20130513-5040  
S-NA3 Robert Godfrey, Save Passamaquoddy Bay 5/15/13 20130516-5009 
S-NA4 Tribal Historic Preservation Office, Passamaquoddy Tribe 5/16/13 20130516-5067 
S-NA5 Robert Godfrey, Save Passamaquoddy Bay 5/17/13 20130517-5005 
S-NA6 Robert Godfrey, Save Passamaquoddy Bay 5/17/13 20130520-5007 
S-NA7 Robert Godfrey, Save Passamaquoddy Bay 5/18/13 20130520-5010 
S-NA8 Dunkiel Saunders Elliott Raubvogel & Hand PLLC on behalf of Save 

Passamaquoddy Bay-Canada 
5/20/13 20130520-5194 

S-NA9 J.E.S. Venart on behalf of Three Nations Alliance 5/24/13 20130524-5097 
S-NA10 Dunkiel Saunders Elliott Raubvogel & Hand PLLC on behalf of Save 

Passamaquoddy Bay-Canada 
5/24/13 20130524-5099 

S-NA11 Robert Godfrey, Save Passamaquoddy Bay 5/24/13 20130524-5114 
S-NA12 J.E.S. Venart on behalf of Three Nations Alliance 5/28/13 20130528-5066 
S-NA13 Robert Godfrey, Save Passamaquoddy Bay 6/12/13 20130612-5085 
S-NA14 Robert Godfrey, Save Passamaquoddy Bay 6/14/13 20130614-5128 
S-NA15 Linda Cross Godfrey, Save Passamaquoddy Bay 6/20/13 20130620-5037 
S-NA16 Linda Cross Godfrey, Save Passamaquoddy Bay 6/20/13 20130620-5038 
S-NA17 Linda Cross Godfrey, Save Passamaquoddy Bay 6/20/13 20130620-5039 
S-NA18 Robert Godfrey, Save Passamaquoddy Bay 6/21/13 20130621-5016 
S-NA19 Robert Godfrey, Save Passamaquoddy Bay 7/2/2013 20130702-5036 
S-NA-20 Robert Godfrey, Save Passamaquoddy Bay 7/9/2013 20130709-5032 
S-NA21 Robert Godfrey, Save Passamaquoddy Bay 7/23/2013 20130723-5094 
S-NA22 Robert Godfrey, Save Passamaquoddy Bay 8/30/2013 20130830-5194 
S-NA23 Robert Godfrey, Save Passamaquoddy Bay 9/17/2013 20130917-5022 
S-NA24 Robert Godfrey, Save Passamaquoddy Bay 9/18/2013 20130918-5017 
S-NA25 Robert Godfrey, Save Passamaquoddy Bay 9/23/2013 20130923-5093 
S-NA26 Robert Godfrey, Save Passamaquoddy Bay 9/25/2013 20130925-5095 
S-NA27 Robert Godfrey, Save Passamaquoddy Bay 9/26/2013 20130926-5008 
S-NA28 Robert Godfrey, Save Passamaquoddy Bay 9/27/2013 20130927-5013 
S-NA29 Robert Godfrey, Save Passamaquoddy Bay 9/30/2013 20310930-5075 
S-NA30 J.E.S. Venart on behalf of Three Nations Alliance 10/3/2013 20131003-5124 
S-NA31 Robert Godfrey, Save Passamaquoddy Bay 10/4/2013 20131004-5095 
S-NA32 Robert Godfrey, Save Passamaquoddy Bay 10/15/2013 20131015-5373 
S-NA33 Robert Godfrey, Save Passamaquoddy Bay 10/17/2013 20131017-5018 
S-NA34 Robert Godfrey, Save Passamaquoddy Bay 10/29/2013 20131029-5119 
S-NA35 Robert Godfrey, Save Passamaquoddy Bay 11/1/2013 20131101-5190 
S-NA36 Robert Godfrey, Save Passamaquoddy Bay 11/12/2013 20131118-5161 
S-NA37 Robert Godfrey, Save Passamaquoddy Bay 11/25/2013 20131125-5145 
S-NA38 Robert Godfrey, Save Passamaquoddy Bay 11/26/2013 20131126-5129 
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Accession Number 
S-NA39 Robert Godfrey, Save Passamaquoddy Bay 12/2/2013 20131202-5129 
S-NA40 Robert Godfrey, Save Passamaquoddy Bay 12/18/2013 20131218-5019 
S-NA41 Robert Godfrey, Save Passamaquoddy Bay 12/19/2013 20131219-5025 
S-NA42 Robert Godfrey, Save Passamaquoddy Bay 12/20/2013 20131220-5003 
S-NA43 Linda Cross Godfrey, Save Passamaquoddy Bay 12/27/2013 20131227-5008 
S-NA44 Robert Godfrey, Save Passamaquoddy Bay 12/27/2013 20131227-5115 
S-NA45 Robert Godfrey, Save Passamaquoddy Bay 1/13/2014 20140113-5061 
S-NA46 Robert Godfrey, Save Passamaquoddy Bay 1/31/2014 20140131-5032 
S-NA47 Robert Godfrey, Save Passamaquoddy Bay 1/31/2014 20140131-5414 
S-NA48 Robert Godfrey, Save Passamaquoddy Bay 2/5/2014 20140205-5009 
S-NA49 Robert Godfrey, Save Passamaquoddy Bay 2/5/2014 20140204-5068 
S-NA50 Robert Godfrey, Save Passamaquoddy Bay 2/5/2014 20140205-5113 
S-NA51 Robert Godfrey, Save Passamaquoddy Bay 2/11/2014 20140211-5025 
S-NA52 Robert Godfrey, Save Passamaquoddy Bay 2/14/2014 20140214-5138 
S-NA53 Robert Godfrey, Save Passamaquoddy Bay 2/18/2014 20140218-5025 
S-NA54 Robert Godfrey, Save Passamaquoddy Bay 2/18/2014 20140218-5026 
S-NA55 Robert Godfrey, Save Passamaquoddy Bay 2/19/2014 20140219-5018 
S-NA56 Robert Godfrey, Save Passamaquoddy Bay 2/20/2014 20140220-5012 
S-NA57 Robert Godfrey, Save Passamaquoddy Bay 2/28/2014 20140228-5165 
S-NA58 Robert Godfrey, Save Passamaquoddy Bay 2/28/2014 20140228-5204 
LOCAL AGENCIES & GOVERNMENTS (LA) 
S-LA1 Town of Saint Andrews, New Brunswick, Canada 5/15/13 20130520-5150 
COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS (CO) 
S-CO1 Roosevelt Campobello International Park Commission 4/10/13 20130410-5100 
S-CO2 Roosevelt Campobello International Park Commission 4/10/13 20130410-5098  
S-CO3 Fundy Bay Keeper, Conservation Council of New Brunswick 5/5/13 20130516-5093 
S-CO4 K&L Gates, LLP on behalf of Province of New Brunswick 5/17/13 20130517-5065 
S-CO5 Vaughn McIntyre Consulting 5/18/13 20130520-5136 
S-CO6 Huntsman Marine Science Centre, New Brunswick 5/17/13 20130520-5143 
S-CO7 Nature Trust of New Brunswick 5/12/13 20130520-5145 
S-CO8 Friends of Head Harbour Lightstation 5/14/13 20130520-5149 
S-CO9 K&L Gates, LLP on behalf of Province of New Brunswick 5/20/13 20130520-5176 
S-CO10 Gary Doer, Ambassador, Canadian Embassy 5/17/13 20130517-5139 
INDIVIDUALS (IND) 
S-IND1 Ronna M. Pasha 4/10/13 20130416-0008 
S-IND2 Brian W. Flynn 5/6/13 20130506-5028 
S-IND3 Richard and Katherine Berry, and Paul and Suzanne Crawford 5/9/13 20130513-5054 
S-IND4 Carl and Heather Ross 5/9/13 20130515-0020 
S-IND5 Sarah and Paul Strickland 5/17/13 20130520-5005 
S-IND6 Susan Lambert 5/20/13 20130520-5131 
S-IND7 Brian W. Flynn 8/2/2013 20130802-5127 
S-IND8 Ronald S. Rosenfeld 10/1/2013 20131007-5168 
S-IND9 Ronald S. Rosenfeld 1/30/2014 20140131-5026 
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FEDERAL AGENCIES 
 
S-FA1 NOAA National Marine Fisheries Service, Protected Resources 

Division 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
S-FA1-1 Downeast has agreed to adopt NOAA Fisheries conditions and 

minimization measures regarding ship traffic, noise mitigation, post 
project reporting, and reporting of listed species encounters. Details on 
these measures are outlined in the attachment to our letter of June 12, 
2013 to the Assistant Regional Administrator, NOAA Fisheries 
Protected Resources Division, which can be viewed on eLibrary. 
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S-FA1 NOAA National Marine Fisheries Service, Protected Resources 
Division (continued) 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
S-FA1-2 Comment noted. 
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S-FA2 U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Regulatory Division 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

S-FA2-1 Comment noted.  We recommend in section 4.4.1.2 of the EIS that 
Downeast should continue consultation with the COE, EPA, and the 
Maine DIFW and DEP to finalize its wetland mitigation and 
compensation plan.   

 



Appendix T – Comments on the Supplemental Draft EIS and Responses T-4

 
 

 

S-FA2 U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Regulatory Division (continued) 
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S-FA3 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
S-FA3-1 Thank you for your comment. 
 
S-FA3-2 Downeast is proposing only to construct and operate an LNG import 

terminal.  If at some future date Downeast were to contemplate adding 
LNG export capability to the terminal, Downeast would need to file a new 
application for those export facilities with the FERC.  Any project 
modifications that would be required to add export capability, and 
associated impacts, would be identified and analyzed at that time.  It 
would be speculative to include a discussion of LNG export in the current 
EIS. 
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S-FA3 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (continued) 
 



Appendix T – Comments on the Supplemental Draft EIS and Responses T-7

 
 

 

S-FA4 U.S. Department of the Interior 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
S-FA4-1 Section 4.12 has been revised to include tribes. 



Appendix T – Comments on the Supplemental Draft EIS and Responses T-8

 
 

 

S-FA4 U.S. Department of the Interior (continued) 
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STATE AGENCIES 
 
S-SA1 State of Maine Department of Environmental Protection 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
S-SA1-1 Thank you for your comment.  We expect that Downeast would pursue 

acquisition of all permits and authorizations necessary for construction 
and operation of its project.  We have revised section 1.3 of the EIS as 
requested. 
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S-SA1 State of Maine Department of Environmental Protection (continued) 
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NATIVE AMERICAN TRIBES 
 
S-NA1 Edward Basset, Passamaquoddy Tribe 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
S-NA1-1 The potential impact on ecological resources from construction and 

operation of the proposed sendout pipeline across the St. Croix River is 
addressed in the EIS (see sections 4.3 and 4.5).  Potential impacts due to 
reliability and safety of the proposed sendout pipeline is addressed in 
section 4.12 of the EIS.  Consultation with the Passamaquoddy Tribe, 
including concerns regarding access to sites along Mill Cove, is addressed 
in section 4.10 of the EIS.  We have included a recommendation in 
section 4.10.4 of the EIS for Downeast to continue consultations with the 
Passamaquoddy Tribe and other appropriate Indian tribes and Native 
Americans interested in the project’s potential impacts on cultural 
resources, including access to sites in Mill Cove, and seek resolution of 
identified project-related impacts. 
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S-NA2 Robert Godfrey, Save Passamaquoddy Bay 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
S-NA2-1 The Coast Guard’s LOR provides a list of suggested mitigation measures 

for responsibly managing the maritime safety and security risks associated 
with LNG marine traffic.  As stated in Section 4.12.7, the measures 
considered necessary by the Coast Guard for LNG marine traffic may be 
revised depending on changes in conditions along the waterway.  
Accordingly, the FEIS recommends that FERC authorization for 
commencement of service of the facility should be contingent on a 
determination by the Coast Guard that the list of suggested mitigation 
measures contained in the LOR, as well as any other measures deemed 
appropriate by the Coast Guard, have been met.  These determinations 
would be based on the annual reviews of the Waterway Suitability 
Assessment, which would occur from the time of issuance of the LOR 
until a facility begins operation.   
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S-NA2 Robert Godfrey, Save Passamaquoddy Bay (continued) 
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S-NA2 Robert Godfrey, Save Passamaquoddy Bay (continued) 
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S-NA3 Robert Godfrey, Save Passamaquoddy Bay 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
S-NA3-1 As discussed in the Section 4.12.2 of the FEIS, it is possible to produce 

damaging overpressures and detonations of unconfined LNG vapor clouds 
in very specific circumstances.  However, the required combination of 
initiating events, hydrocarbon concentrations, and vapor-to-air ratios 
renders the possibility of detonation of unconfined LNG vapors at an 
LNG plant as unrealistic.  Also see response to comment NA4-197. 
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S-NA3 Robert Godfrey, Save Passamaquoddy Bay 
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S-NA4 Tribal Historic Preservation Office, Passamaquoddy Tribe 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

S-NA4-1 Section 4.10.1.3 of the EIS includes discussion of consultations between 
Downeast and the Passamaquoddy Tribe regarding impact on access to 
this site. 
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S-NA4 Tribal Historic Preservation Office, Passamaquoddy Tribe 
(continued) 

 
 
 
 
 
S-NA4-2 The potential impact of the project on tourism, including from visual 

impacts, is addressed in section 4.8.2.4 of the EIS.  The visual impact of 
the proposed vapor fence is also discussed in section 4.7.4.2 of the EIS. 

 
S-NA4-3 Section 4.2.8 of the EIS addressed the potential for toxins to occur in the 

sediments at the terminal site and the likelihood of re-suspension from the 
proposed construction and operation.   

 
S-NA4-4 The Zones of Concern discussed in section 4.12.7 are not intended to 

represent an assured outcome of an intentional LNG carrier breach.  This 
information, along with waterfront community demographics and 
population density, are used by the Coast Guard to determine realistic and 
credible public safety and security implications from LNG marine traffic 
in the port.  As with carriage of other regulated cargoes, risks can be 
mitigated using effective measures to reduce both the vulnerability to and 
the consequences of a release of LNG from a vessel.  

 
S-NA4-5 Section 4.10.1.3 of the EIS describes consultations between Downeast and 

the Passamaquoddy Tribe regarding impact on access to Mill Cove and 
providing an alternative point of access.  We have included a 
recommendation in section 4.10.4 of the EIS for Downeast to continue 
consultations with the Passamaquoddy Tribe and other appropriate Indian 
tribes and Native Americans interested in the project’s potential impacts 
on cultural resources, including access to sites in Mill Cove, and seek 
resolution of identified project-related impacts. 

 
S-NA4-6 We do not believe that the project would violate Executive Order 12898 

regarding Environmental Justice.  See section 4.8.6 of the EIS. 
 
S-NA4-7 Sections 4.3 and 4.5 of the EIS describe the potential impact on ecological 

resources, including fisheries, from construction and operation of the 
proposed sendout pipeline across the St. Croix River. 
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S-NA4 Tribal Historic Preservation Office, Passamaquoddy Tribe 
(continued) 

 
 
 
 
 
 

S-NA4-8 Section 4.7.3.3 of the EIS describes how the pipeline would avoid impacts 
on the Moosehorn National Wildlife Refuge.  Construction near the refuge 
lands could have temporary impacts due to noise and construction traffic 
during construction.  Section 4.6.2.3 describes the pipeline’s potential 
impact on bald eagles.   
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S-NA5 Robert Godfrey, Save Passamaquoddy Bay 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
S-NA5-1 See response to comment S-NA2-1. 
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S-NA6 Robert Godfrey, Save Passamaquoddy Bay 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
S-NA6-1 Comment noted.  See response to comment letter S-NA9. 
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S-NA7 Robert Godfrey, Save Passamaquoddy Bay 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
S-NA7-1 See response to comment PM1-6 and NA4-217. 
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S-NA7 Robert Godfrey, Save Passamaquoddy Bay (continued) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
S-NA7-2 The DOT regulations cover the siting of facilities within the jurisdiction 

of that agency, which does not include LNG marine traffic.  The safety 
and security risks associated with LNG marine traffic fall under the 
jurisdiction of the Coast Guard.  The results of the Coast Guard analysis is 
presented in section 4.12.7.  The DOT regulations for the siting of onshore 
facilities are based on design spills with a certain level of risk, while the 
Coast Guard use of the Hazard Zones are for evaluating safety and 
security measures to be implemented along the waterway to determine the 
appropriate level of safeguards necessary to mitigate the safety and 
security risks to an acceptable level. 
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S-NA7 Robert Godfrey, Save Passamaquoddy Bay (continued) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
S-NA7-3 A revised analysis has been provided and discussed in EIS section 4.12.5 

that takes into account newly added mitigation measures that would 
prevent a vapor cloud from extending onto residential properties at Mill 
Cove.  Some of these mitigation measures were made as a result of the 
potential public impact findings in the supplemental draft EIS.   
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S-NA7 Robert Godfrey, Save Passamaquoddy Bay (continued) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
S-NA7-4 See response to comment S-NA2-1. 
 
 
S-NA7-5 We recognize that Canada has concerns relating to LNG vessel passage 

through its waters, however, the FERC has a legal obligation to continue 
processing Downeast’s application so that all the issues can be properly 
documented before the Commission makes a decision on the proposal.  
Downeast would be responsible for obtaining any permits and 
authorizations necessary for construction and operation of its project.  
Need is also described in section 1.1 of the EIS and will be considered by 
the Commission in its determination whether or not to authorize the 
project. 
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S-NA7 Robert Godfrey, Save Passamaquoddy Bay (continued) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
S-NA7-6 See response to comment NA4-197 and NA19-1. 
 
 
 
 
 
S-NA7-7 Section 4.2.8 of the EIS addressed the potential for toxins, including 

mercury, to occur in the sediments at the terminal site and the likelihood 
of re-suspension from the proposed construction and operation. 

 
 
S-NA7-8 We do not believe that the project would violate Executive Order 12898 

regarding Environmental Justice.  See section 4.8.6 of the EIS. 
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S-NA7 Robert Godfrey, Save Passamaquoddy Bay (continued) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
S-NA7-9 See response to comments S-NA1-1 and S-NA4-1.  See also section 4.10 

of the EIS. 
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S-NA7 Robert Godfrey, Save Passamaquoddy Bay (continued) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
S-NA7-10 The liquid would be directed to spill containment systems interior to the 

site and would not be within the intertidal zone.  Cold temperatures from 
LNG vapor also would occur well within the flammable portion closer 
to the upper flammability limit of the vapor cloud and would not pose a 
hazard to the public.  See response to comment NA4-200. 
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S-NA7 Robert Godfrey, Save Passamaquoddy Bay (continued) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
S-NA7-11 As discussed in section 4.12.5, during FERC staff consultation with 

DOT on this issue, DOT indicated that vapor dispersion over the 
intertidal areas accessed by the public would not be prohibited by Part 
193.  Also, see response to comment NA4-59. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
S-NA7-12 The Downeast LNG import facility would be designed to receive LNG 

with methane concentrations as low as 87 percent. These compositions 
are not in the range shown to exhibit overpressures and flame speeds 
associated with high-order explosions and detonations.  In addition, the 
ignition sources necessary to initiate a high order explosion or 
detonation for LNG vapors would need to be a high energy explosive 
charge, which would not be present at an LNG facility. Design measures 
to prevent or mitigate vehicular impacts would be incorporated into the 
design and security measures would be in place to mitigate the 
possibility from an intentional act.   
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S-NA7 Robert Godfrey, Save Passamaquoddy Bay (continued) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
S-NA7-13 See response to comment S-NA7-3. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
S-NA7-14 As discussed in section 4.12.8, Downeast would need to prepare an 

emergency evacuation plan for compliance with 49 CFR § 193.2059.  
As required by that regulation, this plan would need to be coordinated 
with appropriate local officials and provide Downeast’s plans for 
responding to emergencies and public evacuation.  Responsibility for 
determining the facilities compliance with 33 CFR 127 would be under 
the U.S. Coast Guard.  If this project is approved, then the Coast Guard 
would consider at that time what facility control measures would be 
appropriate to adequately address safety and security considerations. 
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S-NA7 Robert Godfrey, Save Passamaquoddy Bay (continued) 
 
 
 
 
 
S-NA7-15 See response to comment S-NA7-3. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
S-NA7-16 As discussed in section 4.12.5, during FERC staff consultation with 

DOT on this issue, DOT indicated that vapor dispersion over the 
intertidal areas accessed by the public would not be prohibited by Part 
193.  Also, see response to comment S-NA7-14. 
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S-NA7 Robert Godfrey, Save Passamaquoddy Bay (continued) 
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S-NA7 Robert Godfrey, Save Passamaquoddy Bay (continued) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
S-NA7-17 The referenced text is a description of the existing scheme of deep-draft 

vessel traffic control though U.S. and Canadian waters, not a conclusion 
on whether or how the Government of Canada would participate in LNG 
carrier traffic control. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
S-NA7-18 Environmental Justice is adequately addressed in section 4.8.6 of the 

EIS.  Consultation with Native American groups, including the 
Passamaquoddy tribe, and evaluation of measures to address impacts on 
that community is described in section 4.10 of this EIS. 
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S-NA7 Robert Godfrey, Save Passamaquoddy Bay (continued) 
 
 
 
S-NA7-19 Section 4.12.5 has been revised to address this comment.  Also, see 

response to comment S-NA4-4. The text of section 4.12.5 has been 
updated. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

S-NA7-20 We recognize there are concerns relating to LNG vessel passage through 
Canadian waters.  However, the FERC has a legal obligation to continue 
processing Downeast’s application so that all the issues can be properly 
documented before the Commission makes a decision on the proposal.  
See response to comment NA4-217 and S-NA7-14. 
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S-NA7 Robert Godfrey, Save Passamaquoddy Bay (continued) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
S-NA7-21 See response to comment S-NA2-1, NA4-217, NA7-20. 
 
 
 
 
S-NA7-22 See response to comment IND1-4 and NA4-217. 
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S-NA7 Robert Godfrey, Save Passamaquoddy Bay (continued) 
 
 
 
 
 
S-NA7-23 See response to comment IND1-4 and NA4-217. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

S-NA7-24 The Commission will evaluate all information when determining 
whether or not to authorize the proposed project. 
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S-NA8 Dunkiel Saunders Elliott Raubvogel & Hand PLLC on behalf of Save 
Passamaquoddy Bay-Canada 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
S-NA8-1 See response to comment S-NA2-1, NA4-217, NA7-20. 
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S-NA8 Dunkiel Saunders Elliott Raubvogel & Hand PLLC on behalf of Save 
Passamaquoddy Bay-Canada (continued) 
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S-NA8 Dunkiel Saunders Elliott Raubvogel & Hand PLLC on behalf of Save 
Passamaquoddy Bay-Canada (continued) 
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S-NA8 Dunkiel Saunders Elliott Raubvogel & Hand PLLC on behalf of Save 
Passamaquoddy Bay-Canada (continued) 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
S-NA8-2 See response to comment S-NA2-1, NA4-217, NA7-20. 
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S-NA8 Dunkiel Saunders Elliott Raubvogel & Hand PLLC on behalf of Save 
Passamaquoddy Bay-Canada (continued) 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
S-NA8-3 Section 4.0 of the EIS describes the environmental consequences of 

constructing and operating the proposed project, including the issues and 
concerns raised in the Canadian Study (SENES 2007).  The environmental 
resources described in the EIS are similar for both the U.S. and Canada.   
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S-NA8 Dunkiel Saunders Elliott Raubvogel & Hand PLLC on behalf of Save 
Passamaquoddy Bay-Canada (continued) 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
S-NA8-4 See response to comment S-FA4-1. 
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S-NA8 Dunkiel Saunders Elliott Raubvogel & Hand PLLC on behalf of Save 
Passamaquoddy Bay-Canada (continued) 
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S-NA9 J.E.S. Venart on behalf of Three Nations Alliance 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
S-NA9-1 As discussed in EIS section 4.12.5, the 1,600 Btu/ft2-hr (5.05 kW/m2) 

flux level would extend beyond the facility property line onto US Route 
1, which, at the time of siting, is not an area we expect to be used for 
outdoor assembly by groups of 50 or more persons. Consequently, based 
on our consultation with DOT staff, Downeast’s LNG storage tanks 
would meet the requirements specified by Part 193. Although not a 
factor in this Part 193 calculations, we note the vapor fences around the 
facility would reduce the radiant heat beyond the property line, but 
cannot be accounted for by the LNGFIRE3 model.  In addition, 
predominant literature sources, such as the SFPE Handbook of Fire 
Protection Engineering, indicate a critical heat flux of 3000 Btu/ft2-hr 
(10 kW/m2) is needed for fire initiation of various types of wood based 
on ASTM E2058 fire propagation apparatus tests. Exposures to radiant 
heat levels of 5.05kW/m2 would not be expected to ignite wooden 
structures or the surrounding forest.   

 History of storage tank top fires indicates that the more likely failure 
mode is the storage tank would fail above the liquid line but remain 
intact below the liquid line due to the insulating qualities of the liquid 
within the storage tank. As discussed in section 4.12.5, assuming this 
more credible failure sequence would not significantly change the 
thermal radiation results.  As a further measure, FERC staff has 
recommended a structural integrity analysis of the full containment tank 
outer containment be undertaken under ACI 376 assuming a tank top 
fire.  Also see response to comment NA4-198.   

 The ambient conditions required for thermal radiation exclusion zones 
are prescribed in 49 CFR 193 and would not include a relative humidity 
of 0% unless it occurred within the 95% exceedance criteria.  As 
discussed in section 4.12.5, based on consultation with DOT staff, 
Downeast’s thermal radiation exclusion zones for the LNG storage tanks 
would meet the requirements specified by Part 193. 
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S-NA9 J.E.S. Venart on behalf of Three Nations Alliance (continued) 
 
 
S-NA9-2 See response to comment S-NA9-1. 
 
S-NA9-3 See response to comment S-NA9-1. 
 
S-NA9-4 See response to comment S-NA9-1. 
 
S-NA9-5 See response to comment S-NA9-1. 
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S-NA9 J.E.S. Venart on behalf of Three Nations Alliance (continued) 
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S-NA9 J.E.S. Venart on behalf of Three Nations Alliance (continued) 
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S-NA9 J.E.S. Venart on behalf of Three Nations Alliance (continued) 
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S-NA9 J.E.S. Venart on behalf of Three Nations Alliance (continued) 
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S-NA9 J.E.S. Venart on behalf of Three Nations Alliance (continued) 
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S-NA10 Dunkiel Saunders Elliott Raubvogel & Hand PLLC on behalf of Save 
Passamaquoddy Bay-Canada 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

S-NA10-1 Potential impacts on local economies, including aquaculture, fishing, 
whale watching, and ferries, are addressed in section 4.8 of the EIS.  
Additional information on these existing Canadian economies in the 
project area as identified in this comment letter, and other letters filed in 
response to the Supplemental draft EIS, has been added to section 4.8 of 
the final EIS. 
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S-NA10 Dunkiel Saunders Elliott Raubvogel & Hand PLLC on behalf of Save 
Passamaquoddy Bay-Canada (continued) 
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S-NA10 Dunkiel Saunders Elliott Raubvogel & Hand PLLC on behalf of Save 
Passamaquoddy Bay-Canada (continued) 
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S-NA11 Robert Godfrey, Save Passamaquoddy Bay 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
S-NA11-1 Design spills selected for vapor dispersion modeling are discussed in 

EIS section 4.12.5.  Based on our consultation with DOT, Downeast 
would be using an appropriate design spill for its vapor dispersion 
exclusion zones.  As discussed in section 4.12.7.6, the Coast Guard has 
recommended that Downeast’s ERP address allisions.  The Coast Guard 
also recommended that formalized vessel traffic management practices 
and safety/security zones be developed as a joint effort between all 
appropriate jurisdictions with responsibility for waterway traffic.  This 
would address deep-draft vessel tug escorts and assistance services for 
ships passing the proposed Downeast berth and pipe trestle. 
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S-NA11 Robert Godfrey, Save Passamaquoddy Bay (continued) 
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S-NA12 J.E.S. Venart on behalf of Three Nations Alliance 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

S-NA12-1 The selection of the design spill is explained in the EIS section 4.12.5 
based on failure rates.  See response to comment S-NA11-1 for design 
spill selection. 

 
S-NA12-2 See response to comment NA4-199 for the potential for snow 

accumulation. 
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S-NA12 J.E.S. Venart on behalf of Three Nations Alliance (continued) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
S-NA12-3 See response to comment NA4-199 for the potential for snow 

accumulation. 

 



Appendix T – Comments on the Supplemental Draft EIS and Responses T-58

 
 

S-NA13 Robert Godfrey, Save Passamaquoddy Bay 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
S-NA13-1 The purpose of FERC staff’s June 12, 2013 letter to NOAA Fisheries 

was to provide supplemental information in regard to certain conditions 
and minimization measures for Section 7 consultation.  The letter can be 
viewed on eLibrary.  Section 4.2.8 of the EIS addresses the potential for 
toxins, including mercury, to occur in the sediments at the terminal site 
and the likelihood of re-suspension from the proposed construction and 
operation. 

 
 
S-NA13-2 The conditions and minimization measures listed in the enclosure of the 

referenced letter are NOAA Fisheries’ conditions and minimizations 
measures.  Downeast has agreed to follow these measures. 
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S-NA13 Robert Godfrey, Save Passamaquoddy Bay (continued) 
 
 
 
 
S-NA13-3 This information is in section 4.2.8 of the EIS.  The purpose of FERC 

staff’s June 12, 2013 letter to NOAA Fisheries was to provide 
supplemental information in regard to certain conditions and 
minimization measures for Section 7 consultation. 
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S-NA14 Robert Godfrey, Save Passamaquoddy Bay 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
S-NA14-1 Section 4.2.8 of the EIS addresses the potential for toxins, including 

mercury, to occur in the sediments at the terminal site and the likelihood 
of re-suspension from the proposed construction and operation.  We 
believe there would be no adverse impacts from re-suspension of 
sediments during pier construction. 

 
 
S-NA14-2 Section 4.10 of the EIS describes consultation with the Passamaquoddy 

Tribe.  Section 4.12 of the EIS describes potential hazards of the project.   
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S-NA14 Robert Godfrey, Save Passamaquoddy Bay (continued) 
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S-NA15 Linda Cross Godfrey, Save Passamaquoddy Bay 
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S-NA15 Linda Cross Godfrey, Save Passamaquoddy Bay (continued) 
 
 
 

S-NA15-1 Information on existing fisheries within Mill Cove and Passamaquoddy 
Bay is addressed in section 4.5.2 of the EIS.  The final EIS includes 
updated information on results of lobster studies conducted by 
Downeast within Mill Cove.  Responses to individual testimony given 
during the State of Maine Board of Environmental Protection hearings 
that were attached to this letter are not reproduced here but are available 
for review on the Commissions website under Docket No. CP07-52-000 
and accession number 20130620-5037. 

 
 
 
 
S-NA15-2 The purpose of the proposed project, as defined in Downeast’s 

application to the FERC and summarized in section 1.1 of the EIS, is to 
establish an LNG marine terminal capable of receiving imported LNG 
from LNG vessels, and storing and regasifying the LNG.  The project’s 
need will be considered by the Commission in its determination whether 
or not to authorize the project.  

 
S-NA15-3 We do not believe that the proposed project would violate 

Environmental Justice requirements.  See our analysis of Environmental 
Justice in section 4.8.6 of the EIS. 

 
S-NA15-4 We have complied with NEPA and CEQ requirements.  We have 

addressed Environmental Justice requirements in section 4.8.6 of the 
EIS.  This includes evaluation of numerous resources, including 
potential impacts on residents of the project area.  Downeast would be 
responsible for obtaining any permits and authorizations necessary for 
construction and operation of its project, including those issued by the 
State of Maine, provided that state review does not interfere with the 
federal regulation of the proposed facilities that are under the 
jurisdiction of the FERC.  Our analysis in the EIS will be considered by 
the Commission in its determination whether or not to authorize the 
project.  

 



Appendix T – Comments on the Supplemental Draft EIS and Responses T-64

 
 

S-NA15 Linda Cross Godfrey, Save Passamaquoddy Bay (continued) 
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S-NA16 Linda Cross Godfrey, Save Passamaquoddy Bay 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
S-NA16-1 Downeast would be responsible for obtaining any permits and 

authorizations necessary for construction and operation of its project.  
Table 1.3-1 and section 4.7.1.2 of the EIS state that Downeast would 
submit its Submerged Lands Lease application in conjunction with its 
Maine DEP application, after issuance of the final EIS.  Responses to 
individual testimony given during the State of Maine Board of 
Environmental Protection hearings that were attached to this letter are 
not reproduced here but are available for review on the Commissions 
website under Docket No. CP07-52-000 and accession number 
20130620-5038. 
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S-NA16 Linda Cross Godfrey, Save Passamaquoddy Bay (continued) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
S-NA16-2 See response to S-NA15-2. 
 
S-NA16-3 See response to S-NA15-3. 
 
 
S-NA16-4 See response to S-NA15-4. 
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S-NA17 Linda Cross Godfrey, Save Passamaquoddy Bay 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
S-NA17-1 The referenced report, referred to as the “Whole Bay Study,” was 

previously filed with the Commission on October 2, 2006, and is part of 
the public record for the project.  The issues raised by the study have 
been addressed in section 4.8 of the EIS.  Therefore, responses to the 
copy of the study attached to this letter are not included here. 

 
S-NA17-2 Responses to individual testimony given during the State of Maine 

Board of Environmental Protection hearings that were attached to this 
letter are not reproduced here but are available for review on the 
Commissions website under Docket No. CP07-52-000 and accession 
number 20130620-5039. 
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S-NA17 Linda Cross Godfrey, Save Passamaquoddy Bay (continued) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

S-NA17-3 See response to S-NA15-2. 
 
S-NA17-4 See response to S-NA15-3. 
 
S-NA17-5 See response to S-NA15-4. 
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S-NA18 Robert Godfrey, Save Passamaquoddy Bay 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
S-NA18-1 See response to comment NA4-217. 
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S-NA18 Robert Godfrey, Save Passamaquoddy Bay (continued) 
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S-NA19 Robert Godfrey, Save Passamaquoddy Bay 
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S-NA19 Robert Godfrey, Save Passamaquoddy Bay (continued) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
S-NA19-1 Contaminated sediments are addressed in section 4.2.8 of the EIS.  The 

potential impact on marine mammals from construction and operation of 
the proposed project is addressed in sections 4.5 and 4.6 of the EIS. 
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S-NA20 Robert Godfrey, Save Passamaquoddy Bay 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
S-NA20-1 See response to comment NA4-217. 
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S-NA20 Robert Godfrey, Save Passamaquoddy Bay (continued) 
 
 
 
 
 
S-NA20-2 The potential for an accidental event to occur during LNG vessel transit, 

communities within the zones along the transit route including St. 
Andrews, and measures that would be in place to prevent such an event, 
are discussed in sections 4.12.5.3, 4.12.5.4, and 4.12.5.5 of the EIS.  
Because of the implementation of safety and security measures, which 
would be required during marine transit, the likelihood of a marine LNG 
spill would be remote. 



Appendix T – Comments on the Supplemental Draft EIS and Responses T-75

 
 

S-NA21 Robert Godfrey, Save Passamaquoddy Bay 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
S-NA21-1 The Commission staff recognizes the recent and ongoing shale gas 

developments in the Northeastern U.S.  The project’s need will be 
considered by the Commission in its determination whether or not to 
authorize the project.    
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S-NA21 Robert Godfrey, Save Passamaquoddy Bay (continued) 
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S-NA22 Robert Godfrey, Save Passamaquoddy Bay 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
S-NA22-1 The revised Biological Assessment (BA) included in FERC staff’s 

referenced submittal to NOAA Fisheries does include assessment of 
underwater noise from installation of piles, and evaluates the potential 
impact on listed species.  The revised BA is included as appendix C of 
the EIS. 

 
S-NA22-2 Section 4.2.8 of the EIS addressed the potential for toxins, including 

heavy metals, to occur in the sediments at the terminal site and the 
likelihood of re-suspension from the proposed construction and 
operation.  Potential re-suspension of sediments and potential impacts 
on listed aquatic species that could occur in the vicinity of the proposed 
LNG terminal during construction is also addressed in the Biological 
Assessment and sections 4.5 and 4.6 of the EIS.  We believe there would 
be no adverse impacts from re-suspension of sediments during pier 
construction. 
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S-NA22 Robert Godfrey, Save Passamaquoddy Bay (continued) 
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S-NA23 Robert Godfrey, Save Passamaquoddy Bay 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
S-NA23-1 A revised analysis has been provided and discussed in EIS section 

4.12.5 that takes into account newly added mitigation measures that 
would prevent a vapor cloud from extending onto residential properties 
at Mill Cove.  Some of these mitigation measures were made as a result 
of the potential public impact findings in the supplemental draft 
environmental impact statement. 
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S-NA23 Robert Godfrey, Save Passamaquoddy Bay (continued) 
 
 
 
 
S-NA23-2 See response to comment IND30-4. 
 
S-NA23-3 See response to comment S-NA2-1, NA4-217, NA7-20. 
 
 
S-NA23-4 The Commission staff recognizes the recent and ongoing shale gas 

developments in the Northeastern U.S.  The project’s need will be 
considered by the Commission in its determination whether or not to 
authorize the project. 

 
S-NA23-5 Downeast would be responsible for obtaining any permits and 

authorizations necessary for construction and operation of its project.  
Table 1.3-1 and section 4.7.1.2 of the EIS state that Downeast would 
submit its Submerged Lands Lease application in conjunction with its 
Maine DEP application, after issuance of the final EIS. 
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S-NA24 Robert Godfrey, Save Passamaquoddy Bay 
 
 

 
 



Appendix T – Comments on the Supplemental Draft EIS and Responses T-82

 
 

 
 

S-NA24 Robert Godfrey, Save Passamaquoddy Bay (continued) 
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S-NA24 Robert Godfrey, Save Passamaquoddy Bay (continued) 
 
 
 
 
 
S-NA24-1 Downeast’s proposed LNG terminal design does not include a 

permanent flare system.  Section 4.12.3 has been corrected.  Therefore, 
the type of incident that occurred at the Canaport facility would not 
occur at the Downeast LNG terminal. 
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S-NA25 Robert Godfrey, Save Passamaquoddy Bay 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
S-NA25-1 See response to comment S-NA11-1.  The FERC has a legal obligation 

to continue processing Downeast’s application so that all the issues can 
be properly documented before the Commission makes a decision on the 
proposal.  FERC staff requests for information from the applicant 
typically state that if certain information cannot be provided within the 
specified time frame, the applicant should indicate which items would 
be delayed and provide a projected filing date.  In most instances where 
Downeast did not provide the requested information within the specified 
timeframe, they did respond in a timely manner stating their intention to 
file the requested information.  Delays in providing responses does, 
however, delay the overall review timeline. 
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S-NA25 Robert Godfrey, Save Passamaquoddy Bay (continued) 
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S-NA26 Robert Godfrey, Save Passamaquoddy Bay 
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S-NA26 Robert Godfrey, Save Passamaquoddy Bay (continued) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
S-NA26-1 FERC staff has not identified any situation of non-compliance on the 

part of the applicant.  See response to comment S-NA25-1.   



Appendix T – Comments on the Supplemental Draft EIS and Responses T-88

 
 
 
 

S-NA27 Robert Godfrey, Save Passamaquoddy Bay 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
S-NA27-1 The FERC has a legal obligation to continue processing Downeast’s 

application as an LNG import terminal so that all the issues can be 
properly documented before the Commission makes a decision on the 
proposal.  Downeast has not indicated that it intends to convert the 
project to an LNG export terminal. 
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S-NA27 Robert Godfrey, Save Passamaquoddy Bay (continued) 
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S-NA28 Robert Godfrey, Save Passamaquoddy Bay 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
S-NA28-1 See response to comment NA4-217. 
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S-NA28 Robert Godfrey, Save Passamaquoddy Bay (continued) 
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S-NA29 Robert Godfrey, Save Passamaquoddy Bay 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
S-NA29-1 See response to comment S-NA11-1.  
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S-NA29 Robert Godfrey, Save Passamaquoddy Bay (continued) 
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S-NA30 J.E.S. Venart on behalf of Three Nations Alliance 
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S-NA30 J.E.S. Venart on behalf of Three Nations Alliance (continued) 
 
 
 
 
S-NA30-1 We acknowledge that there are uncertainties in failure rates.  Therefore, 

as described in section 4.12.5, in order to establish a more consistent 
approach with a quantitative justification, we evaluated various failure 
rates in the literature.  These nominal failure rates were reviewed by 
DOT and used by Downeast in selecting its design spills.  DOT 
reviewed the data and methodology Downeast used and had no 
objection to the methodology or design spills. 
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S-NA31 Robert Godfrey, Save Passamaquoddy Bay 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
S-NA31-1 See response to comment S-NA7-14. 
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S-NA31 Robert Godfrey, Save Passamaquoddy Bay (continued) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
S-NA31-2 The Commission staff recognizes the recent and ongoing shale gas 

developments in the Northeastern U.S.  The project’s need will be 
considered by the Commission in its determination whether or not to 
authorize the project. 
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S-NA32 Robert Godfrey, Save Passamaquoddy Bay 
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S-NA32 Robert Godfrey, Save Passamaquoddy Bay (continued) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
S-NA32-1 See response to comment S-NA7-11 and S-NA11-1. 
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S-NA33 Robert Godfrey, Save Passamaquoddy Bay 
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S-NA33 Robert Godfrey, Save Passamaquoddy Bay (continued) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
S-NA33-1 The Commission staff recognizes the recent and ongoing shale gas 

developments in the Northeastern U.S.  The project’s need will be 
considered by the Commission in its determination whether or not to 
authorize the project. 
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S-NA34 Robert Godfrey, Save Passamaquoddy Bay 
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S-NA34 Robert Godfrey, Save Passamaquoddy Bay (continued) 
 
 
 
 
 
S-NA34-1 The Commission staff recognizes the recent and ongoing shale gas 

developments in the Northeastern U.S.  The project’s need will be 
considered by the Commission in its determination whether or not to 
authorize the project. 
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S-NA35 Robert Godfrey, Save Passamaquoddy Bay 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
S-NA35-1 See response to comment S-NA25-1.   
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S-NA35 Robert Godfrey, Save Passamaquoddy Bay (continued) 
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S-NA36 Robert Godfrey, Save Passamaquoddy Bay 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
S-NA36-1 Downeast would be responsible for obtaining any permits and 

authorizations necessary for construction and operation of its project.  
See also response to comment S-NA25-1.   
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S-NA36 Robert Godfrey, Save Passamaquoddy Bay (continued) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
S-NA36-2 See response to comment NA4-217. 
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S-NA36 Robert Godfrey, Save Passamaquoddy Bay (continued) 
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S-NA37 Robert Godfrey, Save Passamaquoddy Bay 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
S-NA37-1 The Commission staff recognizes the recent and ongoing shale gas 

developments in the Northeastern U.S.  The project’s need will be 
considered by the Commission in its determination whether or not to 
authorize the project. 
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S-NA38 Robert Godfrey, Save Passamaquoddy Bay 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
S-NA38-1 Downeast would be responsible for obtaining any permits and 

authorizations necessary for construction and operation of its project.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
S-NA38-2 The Commission staff recognizes the recent and ongoing shale gas 

developments in the Northeastern U.S.  The project’s need will be 
considered by the Commission in its determination whether or not to 
authorize the project. 
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S-NA38 Robert Godfrey, Save Passamaquoddy Bay (continued) 
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S-NA39 Robert Godfrey, Save Passamaquoddy Bay 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
S-NA39-1 The Commission staff recognizes the recent and ongoing shale gas 

developments in the Northeastern U.S., and the shift in other projects 
from import to export of LNG.  The project’s need will be considered by 
the Commission in its determination whether or not to authorize the 
project. 
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S-NA39 Robert Godfrey, Save Passamaquoddy Bay (continued) 
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S-NA40 Robert Godfrey, Save Passamaquoddy Bay 
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S-NA40 Robert Godfrey, Save Passamaquoddy Bay (continued) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
S-NA40-1 The Commission staff recognizes the recent and ongoing shale gas 

developments in the Northeastern U.S.  The project’s need will be 
considered by the Commission in its determination whether or not to 
authorize the project. 
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S-NA41 Robert Godfrey, Save Passamaquoddy Bay 
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S-NA41 Robert Godfrey, Save Passamaquoddy Bay (continued) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
S-NA41-1 The Commission staff recognizes the recent and ongoing shale gas 

developments in the Northeastern U.S.  The project’s need will be 
considered by the Commission in its determination whether or not to 
authorize the project. 
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S-NA42 Robert Godfrey, Save Passamaquoddy Bay 
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S-NA42 Robert Godfrey, Save Passamaquoddy Bay (continued) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
S-NA42-1 The Commission staff recognizes the recent and ongoing shale gas 

developments in the Northeastern U.S., and the related shift of some 
projects toward export of natural gas.  The project’s need will be 
considered by the Commission in its determination whether or not to 
authorize the project.  See also responses to comment S-NA25-1. 
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S-NA43 Linda Cross Godfrey, Save Passamaquoddy Bay 
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S-NA43 Linda Cross Godfrey, Save Passamaquoddy Bay (continued) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
S-NA43-1 We recognize there are concerns relating to LNG vessel passage through 

Canadian waters.  However, the FERC has a legal obligation to continue 
processing Downeast’s application so that all the issues can be properly 
documented before the Commission makes a decision on the proposal.  
See response to comment NA4-217. 
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S-NA44 Robert Godfrey, Save Passamaquoddy Bay 
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S-NA44 Robert Godfrey, Save Passamaquoddy Bay (continued) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
S-NA44-1 See response to comment S-NA43-1. 
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S-NA44 Robert Godfrey, Save Passamaquoddy Bay (continued) 



Appendix T – Comments on the Supplemental Draft EIS and Responses T-125

 
 
 

S-NA45 Robert Godfrey, Save Passamaquoddy Bay 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
S-NA45-1 Downeast stated that it would submit its Maine DEP application after 

issuance of the final EIS.  Downeast would be responsible for obtaining 
any permits and authorizations necessary for construction and operation 
of its project.  
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S-NA45 Robert Godfrey, Save Passamaquoddy Bay (continued) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
S-NA45-2 See response to comment NA4-217. 
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S-NA45 Robert Godfrey, Save Passamaquoddy Bay (continued) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
S-NA45-3 The FERC will continue processing Downeast’s application so that all 

the issues can be properly documented before the Commission makes a 
decision on the proposal.  Downeast would be responsible for obtaining 
any permits and authorizations necessary for construction and operation 
of its project. 
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S-NA46 Robert Godfrey, Save Passamaquoddy Bay 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
S-NA46-1 Downeast filed a summary of the design spill information provided to 

PHMSA in Accession 20140211-5130 as public information. 
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S-NA47 Robert Godfrey, Save Passamaquoddy Bay 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
S-NA47-1 See response to comment S-NA46-1. 
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S-NA47 Robert Godfrey, Save Passamaquoddy Bay (continued) 
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S-NA48 Robert Godfrey, Save Passamaquoddy Bay 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
S-NA48-1 See response to comment S-NA46-1 and NA4-217.  
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S-NA48 Robert Godfrey, Save Passamaquoddy Bay (continued) 
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S-NA49 Robert Godfrey, Save Passamaquoddy Bay 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
S-NA49-1 Increasing the capacity of the spill impoundments by deepening them 

will not change the thermal radiation calculations.  For previous 
comments regarding a tank-top fire, please see response to S-NA9-1. 
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S-NA50 Robert Godfrey, Save Passamaquoddy Bay 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
S-NA50-1 FERC staff has noted the same typographical error.  With regard to 

LNG vessel passage, we recognize that Canada has concerns relating to 
LNG vessel passage through its waters.  However, the FERC has a legal 
obligation to continue processing Downeast’s application so that all the 
issues can be properly documented before the Commission makes a 
decision on the proposal.  See response to NA4-217. 
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S-NA50 Robert Godfrey, Save Passamaquoddy Bay (continued) 
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S-NA51 Save Passamaquoddy Bay 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
S-NA51-1 The project’s need will be considered by the Commission in its 

determination whether or not to authorize the project.   
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S-NA52 Save Passamaquoddy Bay 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
S-NA52-1 The project’s need will be considered by the Commission in its 

determination whether or not to authorize the project. 
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S-NA52 Save Passamaquoddy Bay 
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S-NA52 Save Passamaquoddy Bay 
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S-NA53 Save Passamaquoddy Bay 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
S-NA53-1 The Commission staff recognizes the recent and ongoing shale gas 

developments in the Northeastern U.S.  The project’s need will be 
considered by the Commission in its determination whether or not to 
authorize the project. 
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S-NA54 Save Passamaquoddy Bay 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
S-NA54-1 See response to comment S-NA46-1. 
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S-NA55 Save Passamaquoddy Bay 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
S-NA55-1 See response to comment S-NA46-1. 
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S-NA56 Save Passamaquoddy Bay 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
S-NA56-1 FERC staff does not plan to reschedule the release of the final EIS.  See 

response to comment S-NA46-1. 
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S-NA57 Save Passamaquoddy Bay 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
S-NA57-1 The Commission staff will evaluate the adequacy of Downeast’s 

response to the February 6, 2014 data request.  The project’s need will 
be considered by the Commission in its determination whether or not to 
authorize the project. 
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S-NA57 Save Passamaquoddy Bay 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

S-NA57-2 The Commission staff will evaluate the adequacy of Downeast’s 
response to the February 6, 2014 data request.   

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
S-NA57-3 FERC staff does not plan to reschedule the release of the final EIS.  The 

project’s need will be considered by the Commission in its 
determination whether or not to authorize the project. 
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S-NA57 Save Passamaquoddy Bay 
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S-NA58 Save Passamaquoddy Bay 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
S-NA58-1 FERC staff does not plan to reschedule the release of the final EIS.  See 

response to comments S-NA57-1, S-NA57-2, and S-NA57-3. 
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S-NA58 Save Passamaquoddy Bay 
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LOCAL AGENCIES & GOVERNMENTS (LA) 
 
S-LA1 Town of Saint Andrews, New Brunswick, Canada 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
S-LA1-1 See response to comment CO16-2. 
 
 
 
S-LA1-2 Potential impacts on local economies, including the tourism industry, 

are addressed in section 4.8 of the EIS.  Additional information on the 
recent investments to the tourism industry and economy in Saint 
Andrews as identified in this comment letter has been added to 
section 4.8 of the final EIS. 
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S-LA1 Town of Saint Andrews, New Brunswick, Canada 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

S-LA1-3 Comment noted.  Please see response to comments S-LA1-1 and  
S-LA1-2. 
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS (CO) 
 
S-CO1 Roosevelt Campobello International Park Commission 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
S-CO1-1 Thank you for your comment.  The requested changes have been made 

to the official service list and the environmental mailing list. 
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S-CO2 Roosevelt Campobello International Park Commission 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
S-CO2-1 See response to comment S-NA7-3. 
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S-CO2 Roosevelt Campobello International Park Commission (continued) 
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S-CO2 Roosevelt Campobello International Park Commission (continued) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
S-CO2-2 This recommendation is included in the final EIS.  
 
 
 
S-CO2-3 See response to S-NA2-1. 
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S-CO2 Roosevelt Campobello International Park Commission (continued) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
S-CO2-4 A recommendation requiring written authorization from the Director of 

OEP before commencement of service is included in the final EIS.  
 
 
 
 
S-CO2-5 This recommendation is included in the final EIS.  
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S-CO2 Roosevelt Campobello International Park Commission (continued) 
 
 
 
 
S-CO2-6 Updated recommendations are included in the final EIS. 
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S-CO3 Fundy Baykeeper, Conservation Council of New Brunswick 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
S-CO3-1 Response to the Fundy Baykeeper comments on the draft EIS are 

included in Appendix T, response to comments NA4-246 through  
NA4-251.  See section 4.12 for impacts regarding safety and reliability. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

S-CO3-2 During its evaluation of whether or not to authorize the project, the 
Commission will determine whether or not the project is in the public 
interest and meets public convenience and necessity.  The analysis in the 
EIS, and comments received during the NEPA process, are factors that 
will be considered during that evaluation. 
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S-CO3 Fundy Baykeeper, Conservation Council of New Brunswick 
(continued) 
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S-CO4 K&L Gates, LLP on behalf of Province of New Brunswick 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
S-CO4-1 The requested change has been made to the official service list and the 

environmental mailing list. 
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S-CO5 Vaughn McIntyre Consulting 
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S-CO5 Vaughn McIntyre Consulting (continued) 
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S-CO5 Vaughn McIntyre Consulting (continued) 
 
 
 
 
 
S-CO5-1 Potential impacts on local economies, including tourism operators that 

currently use the LNG vessel transit route, are addressed in section 4.8 
of the EIS.  Additional information on the tourism operators that use the 
LNG waterway as identified in this comment letter, and others filed in 
response to the Supplemental draft EIS, has been added to section 4.8 of 
the final EIS. 
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S-CO6 Huntsman Marine Science Centre, New Brunswick 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
S-CO6-1 Potential impact of the project on the Huntsman Marine Science Centre is 

discussed in section 4.7.3 of the EIS.  That discussion has also been 
updated in the final EIS using information provided in this comment. 
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S-CO6 Huntsman Marine Science Centre, New Brunswick (continued) 
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S-CO7 Nature Trust of New Brunswick 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
S-CO7-1 The Zones of Concern discussed in section 4.12.7.4 are not intended to 

represent an assured outcome of an intentional LNG carrier breach.  This 
information, along with waterfront community demographics and 
locations of important cultural / environmental areas, is used by the Coast 
Guard to determine realistic and credible public safety and security 
implications from LNG marine traffic in the port.  From these 
implications, the Coast Guard determines what measures can be used to 
reduce both the vulnerability to and the consequences of a release of LNG 
from a vessel.  The potential for an accidental event to occur during LNG 
vessel transit, and measures that would be in place to prevent such an 
event, are discussed in section 4.12.7.  We believe that resources located 
along the marine transit route, including the preserves identified in this 
comment, would not be affected by normal LNG vessel operations. 
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S-CO7 Nature Trust of New Brunswick (continued) 
 
 
 
 
S-CO7-2 We acknowledge that construction and operation of Downeast’s proposed 

project would result in some adverse environmental impacts, including 
impact on the visual character of the area.  See our analysis of the 
potential impact of the project on visual resources in section 4.7.4 of the 
EIS.  However, most of these impacts would be reduced to less-than-
significant levels with the implementation of Downeast’s proposed 
mitigation measures and the additional measures we recommend in this 
EIS. 
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S-CO8 Friends of Head Harbour Lightstation 
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S-CO8 Friends of Head Harbour Lightstation (continued) 
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S-CO8 Friends of Head Harbour Lightstation (continued) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
S-CO8-1 See our analysis of potential impacts of the project on regional tourism 

and economies in section 4.8 of the EIS.  The potential for an accidental 
event to occur during LNG vessel transit, communities within the zones 
along the transit route including Campobello Island, and measures that 
would be in place to prevent such an event, are discussed in section 
4.12.7.5.  The U.S. Coast Guard’s evaluation of the suitability of the 
proposed waterway is discussed in section 4.12.7.6. 
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S-CO9 K&L Gates, LLP on behalf of Province of New Brunswick 
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S-CO9 K&L Gates, LLP on behalf of Province of New Brunswick (continued) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
S-CO9-1 Responses to the referenced Province of New Brunswick comments 

previously submitted on the draft EIS are included in Appendix T, 
response to comments CO13-1 through CO13-40. 
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S-CO9 K&L Gates, LLP on behalf of Province of New Brunswick (continued) 
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S-CO9 K&L Gates, LLP on behalf of Province of New Brunswick (continued) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

S-CO9-2 Thank you for your comment. 
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S-CO9 K&L Gates, LLP on behalf of Province of New Brunswick (continued) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
S-CO9-3 As discussed in section 4.12.7.5 of the EIS, Fundy Traffic is no longer 

in operation and all vessel movement and communications are 
controlled remotely.  Consequnelty, the Coast Guard has recommended 
that Downeast consult with Transport Canada to determine if this 
change will compromise the safety of deep draft vessel traffic entering 
the Passamaquoddy Bay port area and that these results be provided to 
Coast Guard Sector Northern New England for evaluation.   

 
 
 
 
S-CO9-4 We include a recommendation in this EIS that Downeast develop an 

ERP and coordinate procedures with the Coast Guard; state/provincial, 
county, and local emergency planning groups; fire departments; state 
and local law enforcement; and appropriate federal/tribal agencies.  
(emphasis added).  The ERP must be developed prior to initial site 
preparation.  The Commission recognizes that issues of Canadian 
sovereignty are beyond its purview. It is not clear at this time whether or 
how the Government of Canada would participate in the emergency 
planning effort.  
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S-CO9 K&L Gates, LLP on behalf of Province of New Brunswick (continued) 
 
 
 
 
S-CO9-5 The potential for an accidental event to occur during LNG vessel transit, 

the communities within the zones along the transit route including those in 
New Brunswick, and measures that would be in place to prevent such an 
event, are discussed in section 4.12.7 of the EIS. 
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S-CO9 K&L Gates, LLP on behalf of Province of New Brunswick (continued) 
 
 
 
 
S-CO9-6 See response to comment CO13-4 in Appendix T. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

S-CO9-7 See response to comment CO13-8 in Appendix T. 
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S-CO9 K&L Gates, LLP on behalf of Province of New Brunswick (continued) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

S-CO9-8 See response to comment CO13-13 in Appendix T. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
S-CO9-9 The potential for an accidental event to occur during LNG vessel transit, 

the zones of concern that could be affected by various accidental event 
scenarios, and measures that would be in place to prevent such events, 
are discussed in section 4.12.7 of the EIS.  We believe this analysis is 
appropriate for evaluation of the potential scenarios and potential 
impacts on resources along the LNG vessel transit route, including 
cultural and heritage resources in New Brunswick.  See also response to 
comment CO13-33 in Appendix T.  Potential effect on tourism from 
normal operation of the project, including LNG vessel transits, is 
included in section 4.8 of the EIS.  
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S-CO9 K&L Gates, LLP on behalf of Province of New Brunswick (continued) 
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S-CO9 K&L Gates, LLP on behalf of Province of New Brunswick 
(continued) 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
S-CO9-10 See response to comment CO13-14, CO13-32, and CO13-39 in 

Appendix T. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
S-CO9-11 The Commission staff recognizes the recent and ongoing shale gas 

developments in the Northeastern U.S.  The project’s need will be 
considered by the Commission in its determination whether or not to 
authorize the project. 
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S-CO9 K&L Gates, LLP on behalf of Province of New Brunswick 
(continued) 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
S-CO9-12 The Commission staff recognizes issues of international law are beyond 

its purview.  Downeast would be responsible for obtaining any permits 
and authorizations necessary for construction and operation of its 
project.  This does not require a specific recommendation from FERC 
staff. 
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S-CO9 K&L Gates, LLP on behalf of Province of New Brunswick (continued) 
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S-CO10 Gary Doer, Ambassador, Canadian Embassy 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
S-CO10-1 We recognize that Canada has concerns relating to LNG vessel passage 

through its waters.  However, the FERC has a legal obligation to 
continue processing Downeast’s application so that all the issues can be 
properly documented before the Commission makes a decision on the 
proposal. 
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INDIVIDUALS 
 
S-IND1 Ronna M. Pasha 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

S-IND1-1 Commission staff has analyzed in this EIS the potential impacts from 
construction and operation of the proposed LNG import terminal, 
storage facility, and sendout pipeline.  The Commission will consider 
this analysis during its evaluation of whether or not to authorize the 
project. 

 
 
 
 
S-IND1-2 The potential impact of the project on environmental resources, 

including wildlife, water, estuaries, ponds, streams, forests, and 
migrating species, is addressed in the EIS. 

 
 
S-IND1-3 Downeast has prepared a Waterway Suitability Assessment (WSA) for 

the proposed LNG vessel transit route, which is reviewed and, if 
appropriate, approved by the U.S. Coast Guard.  The WSA must be 
evaluated on an annual basis and updated as needed.  Any measureable 
changes in wave or climate conditions along the waterway would be 
addressed in the annual reviews of the WSA. 
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S-IND2 Brian W. Flynn 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

S-IND2-1 The project’s need will be considered by the Commission in its 
determination whether or not to authorize the project.  The market 
ultimately will determine the viability of the proposed project.  
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S-IND2 Brian W. Flynn (continued) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
S-IND2-2 The project’s need will be considered by the Commission in its 

determination whether or not to authorize the project. 
 
S-IND2-3 The analysis and conclusion in the EIS does not reflect the suggested 

value set.  Our analysis does not assign different values for a rural, 
urban, or Canadian life. 
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S-IND2 Brian W. Flynn (continued) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
S-IND2-4 See response to comment S-CO10-1.  Section 1.5 of the EIS describes 

correspondence with the Canadian Government and agencies. 
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S-IND3 Richard and Katherine Berry, and Paul and Suzanne Crawford 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
S-IND3-1 See response to comments S-IND2-1 and S-IND 2-2. 
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S-IND3 Richard and Katherine Berry, and Paul and Suzanne Crawford 
(continued) 
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S-IND4 Carl and Heather Ross 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
S-IND4-1 See response to comments S-IND2-1 and S-IND 2-2. 
 
 
 
S-IND4-2 The project’s need will be considered by the Commission in its 

determination whether or not to authorize the project.  The market 
ultimately will determine the viability of the proposed project. 
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S-IND5 Sarah and Paul Strickland 
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S-IND5 Sarah and Paul Strickland (continued) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
S-IND5-1 We recognize that some residents of Robbinston have numerous 

concerns related to risks associated with the LNG project, and the 
defined hazard and exclusion zones. 
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S-IND6 Susan Lambert 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

S-IND6-1 The potential impacts on Passamaquoddy Bay, including wildlife, visual 
resources, and communities and businesses, are addressed in the EIS.  
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S-IND8 Brian W. Flynn 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
S-IND7-1 The project’s need will be considered by the Commission in its 

determination whether or not to authorize the project and addressed in 
its Order.  The market ultimately will determine the viability of the 
proposed project.  The Commission staff response to your May 6, 2013 
letter is included above under S-IND2-1. 

 



Appendix T – Comments on the Supplemental Draft EIS and Responses T-194

 
 
 

S-IND8 Ronald S. Rosenfeld 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
S-IND8-1 Section 4.2.8 of the EIS addresses the potential for toxins, including 

mercury, to occur in the sediments at the terminal site and the likelihood 
of re-suspension from the proposed construction and operation.  We 
believe there would be no adverse impacts from re-suspension of 
sediments during pier construction. 
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S-IND9 Ronald S. Rosenfeld 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
S-IND9-1 See response to S-NA46-1.   
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